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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 102 

1. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on sale in 
this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

2. Claims 39-41 and 43-44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Haas et 
al, WO 99/36836, 22 July 1999. 

Regarding claim 39, claim 39 recites "recording a digital image of a person and an identity 
badge with a camera". Haas reference is directed to controlling access to a secure area by an 
automated system in which the badge along with the person bearing the badge is imaged using a 
camera system (page 11, 1 st and 2 nd paragraphs) and the images are further sent to element 26 (figure 
1) for further analysis for proper identification of the person with respect to the badge. Since the 
system being the automated system, the system inherendy has to be trained in advance with all the 
information for what it is required to do, for example., for identification purposes comparing the 
input data fed to the system with the stored information in order to provide the proper 
identification Haas discloses "The CCTV can incorporate images and characteristics of the person 
wearing the identification badge as a biometric identifier along with the badge identifier, e.g., 
number" (page 11, 1 st paragraph) and further discloses the CCTV system in 1 st and 2 nd paragraphs of 
page 10 and figure 1. Haas further discloses transmitting said digital image to a computer (figure 1, 
page 10, 1 st paragraph - computer being the element 26 (the imaging system). Haas further discloses 
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retrieving identity information and access control information from a database based on symbols on 
said identity badge (page 9, last paragraph), comparing said identity information with said person in 
digital image and allowing access when a positive result arises form said comparison step (page 10 
and page 11- where the retrieving and comparing of the information is inherently required for 
analysis and are present in the system provided by Haas for identification purposes, which would be 
impossible otherwise). 

Claim 40 recites "wherein said comparison step is performed by a human operator". Haas, as 
cited in rejection of claim 39, teaches an automated system and as for the argument sake, automation 
always comes after manual work. Automation is an additional step to a manual work and in order to 
provide a automated system, manual work is required. 

Regarding claim 41, Haas discloses comparison step is based on face verification (page 11, 1 st 
paragraph - face characteristics) 

Claims 43-44 have been similarly analyzed and rejected as per claims 39-41. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 ILS.C 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this tide, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 
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subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-38, 42 and 45-47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Haas et al, WO 99/36836, 22 July 1999. 

Regarding claims 42 and 45, these claims recite "wherein said comparison step is based on 
voice verification". As discussed in the rejection of claim 39, Haas discloses "The CCTV can 
incorporate images and characteristics of the person wearing the identification badge as a biometric 
identifier along with the badge identifier, e.g., number" (page 11, 1 st paragraph). Haas clearly 
discloses use of person's characteristics along with the badge identifier but do not expressly teach 
using voice as one of the person's characteristics to identify the authorized person. However, 
examiner here asserts that using voice as one of the person's characteristic's in the field/art of 
security and authorization purposes is very well known and examiner here takes official notice 
(Official Notice Taken) of this well known teaching. Therefore, it would have been obvious for one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention was made to add voice verification/ comparison to 
the method or teachings of Haas because it would further add more reliability and robustness to the 
Haas system by adding more verification steps which would result in more accurate identification of ' 
the person trying to access the secured area, since every person has it's own voice characteristics and 
thus providing better authenticity. 

Regarding claims 1 and 16-18, these claims limitations have been similarly analyzed and 
rejected as per claim 39. In Haas, the computer network being the connection between the devices 
as shown in figure 1 and Haas as discussed in the rejection of claim 39 provides an imaging system 
26 which being an integrated system which further performs analysis on the digital images of badge 
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and the person. In first line of page 7, Haas discloses each person with its own badge, therefore 
multiple badges are linked to the system. Claim 1 recites system elements that are used to perform 
the method as recited in claim 39 and claim 1 defines each of these elements separately in each 
limitation. Haas do not expressly teach all the elements separately but define one integrated system 
26 to perform access controlling. However, as per MPEP 2144.04, which clearly states that a 
"claimed device or system being portable, movable, integral or separable is not sufficient by itself to 
distinguish over an otherwise old device unless there are new or unexpected results" and "making it 
integral or separable would be an obvious design choice", and applicant itself in claims 16-18 has 
claimed that these claim 1 elements can be integrated into one device. Therefore, these claims stand 
rejected as per the arguments provided above. 

Regarding claims 2 and 3, Haas discloses said symbols are bar codes and are color-coded 
(page 7, 3 rd paragraph; page 1 1. 3' d paragraph - dark and light areas being the color coding). 

Regarding claim 4, claim 4 recites "wherein access to said secure area is controlled by an 
electronic door lock which receives control messages from said access control computer over said 
computer network". Haas in last paragraph of page 10 discloses that the system will only interrupt 
the passage/ access when there is something wrong the identification process, which provides the 
clear evidence that the passage is automatically controlled. 

Regarding claims 5-7, these claims recite an audio system which allows 2-way audio 
conversation between the person under the camera and the person near the access computer system 
(such a person being the possible security officer). Haas invention is an advanced automated system 
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which is further directed to provide automatic access control system, thus avoiding any manual 
intervention. However, in the last paragraph of page 10, Haas does describe a possible intervention 
by the security officer upon failed identification of the Badge and its contents. But Haas does not 
expressly teach the 1 or 2-way audio conversation between the person under the camera and the 
security officer. However, examiner here asserts that such an audio system is very well known to be 
used in the field of security access control and therefore, takes official notice (official notice taken) 
of this well known feature of audio system. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention was made to include such an audio system in the 
invention of Haas for 2-way audio conversation because as discussed before Haas, in the last 
paragraph of page 10, does describe a possible intervention by the security officer upon failed 
identification of the Badge and its contents, and adding 2 way-audio system would allow security 
officer to talk to the person under camera or vice-versa in the situation if the person claims to have a 
valid badge but the system refuses to recognize, and further adding more security for the security 
officer in any life threatening situation, where conversation would still be possible. 

Claims 8, 9 and 11 have been similarly analyzed and rejected as per claims 1, 39, 42 and 45. 

Claim 10 has been similarly analyzed and rejected as per claims 41 and 44. 

Claim 12 has been similarly analyzed and rejected as per claims 1 and 39. 

Claim 13 has been similarly analyzed and rejected as per claim 40. 
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Regarding claim 14, claim 14 recites "wherein said access control computer counts the 
number of badges viewed and the number of persons who gain access" which basically is nothing 
but logging the persons accessing the door and Haas discloses this logging in (2 nd paragraph of page 
10 and 2 nd paragraph of page 11). 

Regarding claim 15, claim 15 recites "a plurality of video cameras are connected to said 
computer network". Haas as discussed in the rejection of claims 1 and 39 discloses one camera 
attached to the automated imaging system where one camera is used for one particular access area. 
Haas does not expressly teach using multiple cameras. However, examiner here takes official notice 
(Official Notice Taken) that it is very well known in the art of security and surveillance to use 
multiple cameras with the security computer system. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention was made to add multiple cameras to the Haas 
system. One would have motivated to add multiple cameras to Haas system keeping in view of the 
hardware and software available at the time of invention was made and further motivation would be 
to cover more than one access area using multiple cameras. 

Regarding claim 19, Haas teaches said badges and said symbols can be used to reprogram 
one of: said camera, said badge reading computer, said access control computer, and a combination 
thereof (page 10, 2 nd paragraph - Haas teaches changing the person's security status information in 
the system when person enters or leaves the area, thus reprogramming the information in the system 
every time badge is scanned). 
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Claims 20-38, 46 and 47 have been similarly analyzed and rejected as per claims 1-19 and 39- 

45. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Manav Seth whose telephone number is (571) 272-7456. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Monday to Friday from 8:30 am to 5:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Bhavesh Mehta, can be reached on (571) 272-7453. The fax phone number for the organization 
where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be . obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, 
contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Manav Seth 
Art Unit 2624 
December 31, 2007 
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